Calvin's teaching on justification represents a theological differentiation which, using the grid of the movement from compactness to differentiation, is relatively less compact and more differentiated than that of the Fathers, the medieval theologians, and even the Fathers of Trent.
through the Spirit, signals the unity between justification and sanctification.
Here is a key text from Calvin with a Chalcedonian style of thinking, which appeals, as in Christ, to distinction rather than separation. This alone is of importance: having admitted that faith and good works must cleave together, we still lodge justification in faith, not in works. We have a ready explanation for doing this, provided we turn to Christ to whom our faith is directed and from whom it receives its full strength.
Why, then, are we justified by faith? Because by faith we grasp Christ's righteousness, by which alone we are reconciled to God. Yet you could not grasp this without at the same time grasping sanctification also. For he is "given unto us for righteousness, wisdom, sanctification, and redemption" [1 Corinthians 1:30]. Therefore Christ justifies no one whom he does not at the same time sanctify. These benefits are joined together by an everlasting and indissoluble bond, so that those whom he illumines by his wisdom, he redeems; those whom he redeems, he justifies; those whom he justifies, he sanctifies.
But, since the question concerns only righteousness and sanctification, let us dwell upon these. Although we may distinguish them, Christ contains both of them inseparably in himself. Do you wish, then, to attain righteousness in Christ? You must first possess Christ; but you cannot possess him without being made partaker in his sanctification, because he cannot be divided into pieces [1 Corinthians 1:13]. Since, therefore, it is solely by expending himself that the Lord gives us these benefits to enjoy, he bestows both of them at the same time, the one never without the other. Thus it is clear how true it is that we are justified not without works yet not through works, since in our sharing in Christ, which justifies us, sanctification is just as much included as righteousness.
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Calvin seemed quite conscious of formulating a new differentiation. Hence he wrote that even Augustine "still subsumes grace under sanctification," at least in "his manner of stating it." 6 He wrote of this two-in-one reality of justification and sanctification as a "double grace" 7 but, as if to emphasize the distinction, did not write of a double justification/righteousness, at least in the Institutes. Likewise, to bring home the distinction, he made clear that "as regards justification, faith is something merely passive, bringing nothing of ours to the recovering of God's favor but receiving from Christ that which we lack." 8 Calvin also wrote repeatedly and movingly in this section of our "coming empty (handed)" before God, perhaps in order to stress again the "passive nature" of this justifying faith. and differentiation what seemed more compactly present in Augustine's thought. One might say that Augustine was in this matter somewhat typical of the Fathers, even those of the East. This is not to claim that Eastern divinization is fully translatable into Augustine's thought, but it is a similarly compact but distinct mode of expressing the reality of grace-justification-sanctification. The East has not had a Reformation and so it has not experienced the need to undergo this further differentiation, although certain issues involved in Palamite theology may represent something akin to the Reformation's teaching on justification.
In some respects, Calvin's formulation and the Reformation effort begun by Luther, of which Calvin's formulation is a part, might be compared to Nicaea's homoousios. That was also a needed differentiation at a particular moment in the Church's history to help the Church remain faithful to the Scriptures. And it possesses a perennial significance, to the extent that it captures an authentic faith dimension. In some respects, one might even argue that Calvin's differentiation and that of the Reformation, inasmuch as they are in agreement, represent an authentic soteriological and anthropological correlate to the Nicene christological homoousios and in that sense carry a proportionately similar weight. That is, because the incarnate Word is true God (Nicaea), salvation comes only through him, and not through a Pelagian works-righteousness with the soteriology and anthropology that implies.
What are some characteristics of Calvin's differentiation that would authorize one to name it a differentiation rather than a distortion of doctrine? The Chalcedonian pattern of thought shaped Calvin's thinking. In other words, his own participation in Christ led him in this direction: "As Christ cannot be torn into parts, so these two which we perceive in him together and conjointly are inseparable-namely, righteousness and sanctification." 11 But while the two are inseparable, they are to be distinguished, not unlike the two natures of Christ.
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If one were to think in terms of the Apostles' Creed and seek its guidance-which I prefer to do, because its trinitarian structure and ecclesial provenance guide us toward discovering the christological, trinitarian, and ecclesial dimensions of theological issues-one might say that Calvin's formulation of justification and sanctification corresponds to the second and third parts of the creed, those of the Son and the Holy Spirit. As the Son and Spirit are distinct but not separate, so are justification and sanctification. Likewise, it is the saving work of the Son, his obtaining remission of our sins and imputation to humankind of his righteousness, which is the nature of justification, that unleashes the Spirit and brings about sanctification. In other words, the Son sends the Spirit; the third part of the creed flows from the second part. Our next two sections will deal with these ideas in greater detail.
THE SON AND JUSTIFICATION
The second part of the creed deals not only with the Son but also with the work of the cross. The Nicene Creed amplifies the Apostles' Creed by indicating that the cross was "for our salvation." By distinguishing justification from sanctification, the Reformers, one might argue, stressed the once-for-all and fully adequate nature of Christ's cross. Our remission of sins and being reckoned righteous have truly been accomplished. We are not waiting for God to save us finally. God has fully embraced us, sins and all, and saved us (2 Corinthians 5:21). Justification points to this great "once for all," the ephapax of Hebrews 9:12 and 10:10, the "great exchange" celebrated by tradition. The justifying "remission of sins" is really Christ's work on the cross, and through "imputation" we are "clothed in it."
13 In other words, salvation does not depend upon our works, even our very good works, although it cannot be separated from them.
Thus, following the clues provided by viewing justification from the perspective of the second part of the creed, I have now emphasized the christological dimension involved in justification/salvation. Both Calvin and Luther view righteousness as the imputed gift of Christ's saving work, over against a Pelagian or neo-Pelagian worksrighteousness. Imputation emphasizes for us that forgiveness and righteousness are Christ's gift, not something we earn by ourselves. At the same time, justification itself is not a reality which can be adequately captured in terms like "imputation" or "forensic." Calvin wrote that "by faith we grasp Christ's righteousness," that we "first possess him" (in justification), that we "share in Christ."
Calvin has a developed theology of the insitio in Christum, the believer's ingrafting into Christ (Christ's indwelling) which underlies not only sanctification but also justification. This is not unrelated to the Spirit who is the "bond by which Christ effectually unites us to himself."
14 Under the aspect of justification Calvin's focus is upon Jesus Christ as the one who sends the Spirit: "Christ so 'came by water and blood' in order that the Spirit may witness concerning him [1 John 5:7-8], lest the salvation imparted through him escape us."
15 Our "sacred wedlock" with Christ is involved in justification itself. 16 of "essential righteousness" or "gross mingling of Christ with believers," 24 probably a form of pan-Christism that reduced Jesus to an autonomous possession of believers. An autonomous "becoming righteous" seems to be the target.
Guides and Insights along the Way
For Roman Catholics it is not easy to entertain an intrinsic and transformative view of Calvin's teaching on justification, since they were raised on the Tridentine view that the Reformers taught simply forensic justification. My judgment is that it is not any easier for many Protestants, who have come to hold a simply forensic interpretation on the matter as well. As we can see from the citations above, Calvin himself already seems to have been worried by this tendency in his own time. The initial and fundamental key to avoiding this extreme forensicism is Calvin's stress on the indwelling of Christ in the believer in justification through the instrumentality of justifying faith itself, the latter itself an aspect of the transforming reality of justification. Luther used participatory language, terms such as "communion," "partaking," and "becoming"; he associated them with "righteousness." Any attempt to conceive of justification in simply forensic terms breaks down here. So, consequently, does any attempt to associate the intrinsic dimension of participation exclusively with sanctification. Luther scholar David Yeago, a disciple of the Finnish line of interpretation, has commented that, for Luther the imputation and forensic themes are temporary: they describe Christ's necessary work as long as we remain sinners. Sin is temporary; it is neither a constitutive dimension of humanity nor everlasting. What remains permanently is communion with Christ. This communion entails our difference in unity with Christ and has the characteristic of being both grace and gift for us. 31 Yeago proposes this as an interpretation which, despite some ambiguous texts, seems to account best for the data.
I am inclined to think the same should be said for Calvin. The following text will have to serve by itself as representative. Note the "until" qualifying the imputational work of Christ: For Christ's righteousness, which as it alone is perfect alone can bear the sight of God, must appear in court on our behalf, and stand surety in judgment. Furnished with this righteousness, we obtain continual forgiveness of sins in faith. Covered with this purity, the sordidness and uncleanness of our imperfections are not ascribed to us but are hidden as if buried that they may not come into God's judgment, until the hour arrives when, the old man slain and clearly destroyed in us, the divine goodness will receive us into blessed peace with the New Adam. believers. Calvin's distinction between sanctification and justification might be said to point to the Spirit's real distinctiveness from the Son as well as to that Spirit's work within us. If justification points to the christological dimension of salvation, then sanctification points to the pneumatological dimension of the same, which brings about our own subjective acceptance of the salvation event. We have seen that, for Calvin, it is Christ's dwelling within us (even through a "mystical union" 34 and "sacred wedlock"
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) which bridges justification and sanctification, insuring that the forensic imputation of justification also somehow becomes truly ours in a real and not extrinsic way. But the Holy Spirit is at work here as well: "The Holy Spirit is the bond by which Christ effectually unites us to himself," or he is the "secret energy" through which "communion with Christ" becomes possible.
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Through the Spirit, the God who is "outside" becomes "inside." "We must understand that as long as Christ remains outside us, and we are separated from him, all that he has suffered and done for the salvation of the human race remains useless and of no value for us." Here I take seriously the trinitarian hypostases, while also trying to maintain their perichoretic unity. That is, it belongs to the mission of the Son to become incarnate and Justifier; it belongs to the mission of the Spirit to be sent as the Sanctifier. There seems to be a strong "fittingness" here with respect to the economic Trinity. 40 I intend these statements in a sense which can be legitimately acceptable to the Roman Catholic tradition. In a true sense Scripture is an aspect of tradition, but tradition is a differentiated reality, with the scriptural moment occupying the status of "unnormed norm," but the latter only able to be properly interpreted in and through the Spirit and the Spirit's guidance in the Church, with and under the authoritative magisterium. We must equally reverence Scripture and (postscriptural) tradition, as we must equally reverence Son and Spirit, but in the manner appropriate to each mission. See Vatican IPs Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation, Dei Verbum nos. 9-10. this is the deepest source of the Reformation's thinking on this matter, which I have tried to express, sympathetically, in its own terms.
But sanctification also points to what can be called the Christian's personal or "subjective" appropriation of the event of salvation, "objectively" realized in Christ's life, especially the cross, and in justification. Thus, the justification-sanctification distinction not only avoids reducing Christ to either-Church or individual Christians; it also highlights the distinctive vocation of the Christian as one of faithful discipleship and freely accepted union with Christ. "Paul shows the Spirit to be the inner teacher by whose effort the promise of salvation penetrates into our minds"; that Spirit is the one "regenerating us that we become new creatures." 41 Consequently, "actual holiness of life ... is not separated from free imputation of righteousness"; "repentance not only constantly follows faith, but is also born of faith." 
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Perhaps one example, taken from Chapter 8 of Trent's Decree on Justification (sixth session) may be suggestive in this regard. The decree says that it wants to interpret Paul's words that we are "justified by faith and freely" in the "sense in which the uninterrupted unanimity of the Catholic Church has held and expressed them." It then goes on to say that we are "justified by faith, because faith is the beginning of human salvation, the foundation and root of all justification." Works, and even "faith" apart from the gratuitous faith that comes from grace, do not save. 46 Of course, Trent keeps justification and sanctification closely united and even relatively indistinct by maintaining that our works themselves are an aspect of justification (Chapter 7). Still, in Chapter 8, the faith that comes from grace is described as the "foun- ,, A reading of Trent's Decree on Justification will also reveal a distinction between the work of the Son and the Holy Spirit (see especially Chapter 7), and it seems to me that it is this distinction within unity that the Reformers bring to more emphatic expression. If you will, Trent stresses the unity between them; perhaps much of the later Protestant tradition stresses the distinction; Calvin (not so differently from some of Luther's texts and even John Wesley much later) stresses the distinction in unity.
That one can argue for such inner distinctions in the Tridentine decree stems from the fact that not everything in its view of justification is on the same level. The work of the Holy Spirit, the grounding reality of grace, and justifying faith in its gifted quality-none of these are simply on the same level as our human response through our good works, real and essential as the latter are. The first is ground, in the foundational sense; the latter, the effect of the ground. All of these realities, simply by virtue of their ontological reality, can be said to exert an ontological pressure to find their appropriate linguistic articulation. Under the pressure of the Reformation, Trent could not be satisfied with leaving these realities in a simple undifferentiated compactness. In terms of present-day ecumenical discussion, it is important to move beyond contrasting verbal shells in a nominalistic fashion. Rather, one should look to the realities compactly present in Trent, and ask whether those realities find their equivalent affirmation, albeit in a different and perhaps more differentiated form, in the thought of the Reformers.
At the same time, one may suggest that it is not always necessarily opportune to bring doctrine to a more differentiated articulation. There is something to be said for a kind of doctrinal reserve, which deliberately prefers to leave farther articulations to the theologians, but without the doctrinal weight. This allows room for healthy debate and authentic pluralism, recognizing the complexity of the mysteries of faith. Also, the celebration of the faith in liturgy and unofficial prayer enables the fullness of the faith to be adhered to and participated in, but more through biblical narrative and liturgical gestures and art than through severely precise propositions. Once the more compact is doctrinally differentiated in a more precise way-and at times this is necessary for the Church's welfare-then the precision achieved can, given certain pressures, obscure other mysteries left unfocused upon by the new articulation. 
Original Sin and Depravity
Moving backwards, so to speak, toward themes presupposed by the doctrine of justification, one thinks of original sin and total depravity as issues requiring clarification in the light of the above. After all, justification only becomes necessary as a response to our plight. Typically the Catholic suspicion that works are either denied or undervalued by the Reformers in their view of justification finds its correlate in the Catholic suspicion that the Reformers teach a radical view of the effects of the fall, namely, that it was totally devastating, even to the extent of destroying God's creation in its very being. Might Calvin's lens be of help here also? A recent Calvin commentator, William Bouwsma, has written that "if human being is an undifferentiated unity, sin has vitiated every part of it"; thus "no privileged area of the personality can be depended on for salvation. This is what Calvin meant by 'total depravity.'" Another Calvinist theologian, John Leith, had offered a similar interpretation of this matter even before Bouwsma: "Total depravity did not mean that man was totally evil but that he was crippled by sin and that at the crucial point of turning to God he was totally unable to do so apart from God's grace." Still earlier, Karl Barth, who was greatly influenced by Calvin, had interpreted total depravity along similar lines: "There is no territory which has been spared and where [man] does not sin, where he is not perverted, where he still maintains the divine order and is therefore guiltless... . There are in fact no spheres that are neutral. ..." But he adds this important clarification: "The Bible accuses man as a sinner from head to foot, but it does not dispute to man his full and unchanged humanity, his nature as God created it good, the possession and use of all the faculties which God has given him." 
Assurance of Salvation
Moving forwards, so to speak, from justification, that is, casting a glance at the effects of justification, we would single out as requiring further clarification the theme of assurance, a theme so crucial to Luther, Calvin, and later to John Wesley. Calvin is very much the teacher of the "peaceful rest and serene tranquillity" that comes with justification. 55 The only way in which "the conscience can be made quiet before God" is through the "unmerited righteousness .. 57 One might ask whether Trent has a more rationalistic view of faith than the Reformers on this matter; such would imply more clarity on one's salvation than a view of faith which is not less than, but also more than simple rational awareness. In terms of our present study, we may ask whether Trent, following the older tradition of not distinguishing justification from sanctification, adequately understands the sensibility of the Reformation on this matter.
Calvin, at any rate, explicitly warns against "overconfidence in our own strength," contrasting this with the "full assurance of God's mere/' in the substitutionary atonement of Jesus. 58 At the same time, he seems to recognize that there can be a certain variation in the concrete manifestation and shape of this faith of assurance as it is lived out in our life of sanctification: "Faith seems to be shaken or to bend." But never so much "that it does not at least lurk as it were beneath the ashes." 59 At least these texts seem to indicate that assurance primarily looks to justification (in Calvin's sense) rather than to sanctification. Trent conflates the two, while Calvin seems to sense certain consequences flowing from a distinction between the two. The once-for-all reality of the atonement brings full assurance, he seems to say. Believers are "assured" that Christ has acted lovingly to save them. Sanctification, on the other hand, which looks to our subjective appropriation through the Spirit of the atonement, can shake or bend, and thus admit of a certain variability, but never to the extent of negating the saving effects of the atonement. If this be the case, I believe the possibilities of compatibility with Trent are enhanced. 
